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This study used 103 employees from a large electronics firm as subjects in
examining relative efficacy of 3 methods of benefit communication. Use
of ANOVA revealed significant differences in benefit knowledge between
experimental and control groups at the posttests. There was little relation-
ship found between benefit knowledge and benefit satisfaction. Implica-
tions of these findings for practitioners and researchers are discussed.
THAT THE GREATEST ONGOING EXPENSE for most orga-
nizations is that for wages and salaries is common knowledge.
When it is considered that an amount equal to 36.7 percent of
wages and salaries was spent for benefit payments in 1977 (Em-
ployee Benefits 1977, 1978 ), it is no surprise to find that inter-
est in benefits seems to be increasing exponentially along with
the percentages.
Over the two decades from 1957 to 1977 the same U.S.
Chamber of Commerce survey revealed that benefits as a per-
cent of payroll rose 78 percent. Reflecting inflation, cents per
payroll hour rose 391 percent in the same period, and dollars
per year per employee rose 390 percent. The estimated total of
employee benefits payments in 1977 in the U.S. was $310
billion.
The impetus is thus provided for organizations to be vitally
interested in getting as good a return as possible on such large
investments. When the magnitude of dollars involved in an area-
such as benefits is so great, there is also good reason to posit in-
terest by organizations in results of sound research on effective
methods of benefit plan presentation to employees.
There are many objectives which organizations seek to ac-
complish through their benefit programs, including such things
as improving employee morale, reducing turnover, attracting
good employees, increasing job satisfaction, and keeping unions
out (Geisler, 1975; Huseman and Hatfield, 1978; Huseman,
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Hatfield, and Driver, 1978). It is obvious that such objectives
could not be attained without employee knowledge of benefits,
and there is ample evidence that employee awareness or under-
standing of benefits is not very high (Holley and Ingram, 1973;
Kulick and Lewis, 1973, cited in Nash and Carroll, 1975; and
Sloane and Hodges, 1968). One method of rectifying that situa-
tion is to improve benefit communication.
Organizations assign high priority to benefit communication
partly in an effort to increase return on investment. Communi-
cation of benefits ranked second in importance only to &dquo;com-
pany news and future prospects&dquo; in the internal communication
programs of 219 U.S. corporate personnel directors responding
to a recent survey (Miner, 1975).
The focus of this research was to investigate the relative ef-
fectiveness of different means of benefit communication. Spe-
cifically, comparisons were made between (1) a group receiving
benefit information via a slide presentation, (2) a group receiving
the same information in the same manner but with spouses pre-
sent, and (3) a group receiving only the ongoing benefit com-
munication in the organization. The measures of effectiveness
were: (1) knowledge of benefit information and (2) employee
satisfaction with their benefits.
METHODS OF COMMUNICATION
The journalism and education literature has given a good deal
of attention to the question of which methods of communicating
are most effective. However, the results are often conflicting;
thus interpretations that are generalizable are difficult. [An ex-
tensive review of this literature can be found in the author’s
Ph.D. dissertation, An Investigation of the Relative Efficacy of
Various Techniques for Communicating Benefits to Employees:
A Quasi-Experiment in a Field Setting, University of Georgia,
1978.] Most pertinent to the present purpose was the research
of Huseman, Hatfield, and Driver (1978). Their survey of 354
benefit managers revealed that the most commonly used tech-
niques for communicating benefits (e.g., booklets and brochures,
employee publications, and benefit manuals) were different
from those techniques which were perceived by the managers as
being most effective (e.g., intermittent employee meetings, per-
sonal counseling sessions, and regular employee meetings). It is
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obvious that the former are principally one-way means of com-
municating while the latter are primarily two-way.
The literature both within and outside the organizational con-
text led to the conclusions that: (1) a combination of commu-
nication channels is usually better than a single channel, and (2)
the attribute of directionality of the communication has a bear-
ing on its effectiveness (Dahle, 1954; Hartman, 1961; Hsia,
1968; Huseman et al., 1978; Level, 1972; Levie and Dickie,
1973; Melcher and Beller, 1972; and Pacilio, 1977). Thus, it was
determined that those two findings would be incorporated in
the communication treatments administered at the subject or-
ganization (hereinafter referred to as Allied Computer and Elec-
tronics or ACE).
A technique of benefit communication unique to one of
ACE’s divisions was a slide presentation conducted during man-
agers’ meetings. In a variation of that, employee spouses atten-
ded. Both those methods has the two-way directionality attri-
bute and involved use of multiple channels. The common, on-
going system of benefit communication was a combination of
several techniques such as use of booklets and brochures, em-
ployee publications, computerized statement, and bulletin
boards, which all have primarily a one-way attribute.
RESEARCH OBJECTIVES
The literature review led to the belief that a two-way attri-
bute inherent in a benefit communication method would be
superior to a method using primarily one-way communication.
As a result, the research hypothesis formed was that:
Subjects receiving benefit communication via a slide presentation
would have significantly greater benefit knowledge than those sub-
jects receiving benefit knowledge via the ongoing benefit communi- -
cation in the organization.
Three research questions (RQ) needing attention were:
RQ1: Will there be a significant difference in benefit knowledge
between the experimental groups receiving the slide presentation,
one of which will have spouses present?
RQ2: Will there be a significant retention of benefit knowledge
over time resulting from the slide presentations?
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RQ3: What is the relationship between benefit knowledge and
satisfaction with one’s benefits?
METHOD
Subjects
For this research three groups of subjects (Ss) were selected
from 2,800 employees in an ACE manufacturing plant and lab-
oratory located in the southeastern U.S. They were selected by
the plant personnel office with guidance provided by this re-
searcher. The primary consideration was that the groups had
never received a benefits slide presentation while at ACE. A
secondary consideration was that of using natural work groups
which could receive the treatment (benefit presentation) during
the normal course of events at a meeting called by their man-
ager. A final consideration was that each group be composed of
employees holding a variety of jobs so that results could be more
generalizable to the rest of ACE and to other organizations as
well. Clearly, a quasi-experimental design is the result (Cook
and Campbell, 1976).
Group One (n=26) received the regular meeting with benefit
presentation treatment, Group Two (n=35) received the treat-
ment with the opportunity for spouse participation, and Group
Three (n=42) was the &dquo;business as usual,&dquo; no treatment, con-
trol group. All Ss were salaried, white collar employees. Some
differences were noted among the groups’ demographic profiles.
Ss in Group One had a lower level of education than Ss in the
other two groups, while Group Three Ss had fewer years tenure
at ACE. Group Two Ss had retained their same job title (posi-
tion) for a longer period, were older, and had proportionately
fewer females. However, changes in benefit communication ef-
fectiveness were not judged as attributable to these differences.
Procedure
The procedure used for this investigation was the nonequiva-
lent, untreated control group design with pretest and posttests
(Cook and Campbell, 1976). All three phases (a pretest at T1 and
two posttests, one at each of TZ and T3 ) of the inquiry were
conducted in the plant’s main conference room. There were two
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weeks between T1 and T2 and three weeks between T2 and T3 .
Measures of knowledge of benefits and satisfaction with bene-
fits were taken at all three points in time for each group.
Pretest (T2 )
At the pretest Ss were informed by the plant Compensation
and Benefits Manager of the procedure to be followed during the
benefit communication study over the following five weeks. The
author then read instructions for completing the booklet con-
taining the instruments for the pretest measures. Upon comple-
tion of the booklets Ss individually returned to their work.
Treatments and First Posttest (T2 )
Approximately two weeks after the pretest, the treatments
were administered. The treatments consisted of communicating
certain of ACE’s benefits to Groups One and Two using the
methods described earlier: (1) a regular slide presentation and
(2) special slide presentations with employees where spouses
were invited to attend. No treatment per se was administered
the control group (Group Three). However, Group Three was
used in this research as an experimental group in the analysis
and conclusions because they represented those Ss receiving
benefit information only through ACE’s normal means and
could be compared on that basis with the other two groups.
The treatments (slide presentations) were administered by
ACE’s benefit personnel in an attempt to keep from altering the
work environment of the groups and to insure standardization
of treatments. The presentation consisted of 62 slides. A two-
way flow of communication was greatly encouraged via the re-
laxed atmosphere of the session and repeated invitations for
questions and comments by the presenters. Observations by
those conducting the sessions led to the conclusion that a high
degree of dialogue resulted. Upon completion of the benefit dis-
cussions, the author administered the instrument booklet.
Second Posttest (T3 )
Three weeks after the first posttest a second one was con-
ducted to determine persistence of any effects found at the first
posttest. Essentially the same instrument booklet was admini-
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stered by the author to all Ss at this third session that had been
used at the previous two sessions.
Instruments
There were four parts to the booklet which contained the in-
struments. Parts I and II were measures of benefit satisfaction,
Part III was a benefit knowledge measure, and Part IV was
primarily for gathering demographic data.
Part I was a semantic differential (SD) scale and was devel-
oped by this author following Osgood, Suci, and Tannenbaum
(1957). Brinton (1969), Reitz (1971, 1977), Scott (1967), Scott
and Rowland (1970), Staats and Staats (1958), and Tannenbaum
(1966, 1969) have all used the SD successfully for purposes sim-
ilar to those in this study. The scale used contained five con-
cepts : (1) all the benefits as a package, (2) the family hospital-
ization plan, (3) the family dental plan, (4) the major medical
plan, and (5) the sickness and accident plan. The same seven bi-
polar adjective scales were used for each concept: good-bad, val-
uable-worthless, adequate-inadequate, important-unimportant,
superior-inferior, effective-ineffective, and appreciated-unappre-
ciated. Reliability (test-retest) of the SD at Tl and T2 as a
measure of stability was found to be quite good for a satisfac-
tion measure (rtt = .75, p = .001).
Part II was a Likert scale measure of benefit satisfaction which
had been used by ACE for many years during annual surveys. It
provided a second measure of satisfaction for statistical compar-
ison. This instrument was also quite reliable (rtt = .75, p = .001).
The two different methods of measuring the benefit satisfaction
construct (Parts I and II) correlate well (r = .72, p = .001), show-
ing that the measures have a high degree of convergent validity.
Part III was a 25-item multiple choice test of Ss’ detailed
knowledge of their benefits (see Dahle, 1954; Holley and Ingram,
1973; Sheard, 1966; and Sloane and Hodges, 1968 for previous
use of similar instruments for similar purposes). It was decided
that essentially identical forms would be used at all three points
in time. Therefore, a precaution was taken against familiarity
with questions over time being a plausible alternative explana-
tion of findings. The first 20 questions remained unchanged
throughout the research while at each session the last 5 ques-
tions were changed. However, the first 20 were the only ones
used in most of the data analysis.
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It was appropriate that reliability for the knowledge test be
determined using both test-retest and internal consistency mea-
sures. The retest correlation at T1 1 and T2 , using responses to
only those 20 questions which were identical at T1 , T2 , and T3 ,
was considered &dquo;fairly&dquo; good (rtt = .66, p = .001) by Kerlinger’s
(1973) criterion. Additionally, Guilford (1954) states that &dquo;be-
cause of chance success in responding to multiple-choice items,
we expect them to be less reliable than ... other forms in which
chance success is unimportant&dquo; (p. 392). Reliability in the
internal consistency sense was excellent. Using the Kuder-
Richardson formula 20, internal consistency of the knowledge
test was found to be .96.
It is generally agreed that achievement test validity is best ac-
complished by use of content validity (Downie and Heath, 1974;
Guilford, 1954; and Kerlinger, 1973). The kinship between
achievement tests and the benefit knowledge test in this research
is obvious. Judgments of six &dquo;experts&dquo; agreed that this instru-
ment was content valid.
Part IV was primarily questions of a demographic nature. The
demographic questions were a replica of a portion of ACE’s an-
nual survey and asked for age, sex, organization tenure, position
tenure, marital status, race, and education.
Analysis
To test for differences between experimental groups (the hy-
pothesis) two separate one-way ANOVA’s were run, one each at
T, 1 and T2 . Since those in Group Two who did not take their
spouses to the slide presentation (or were not married) were in
essence receiving the same treatment as those in Group One, a
t-test between those in Group Two with spouses present and
those in Group Two without spouses present was run to evaluate
the first research question (RQ1). Additionally, that question -
was further answered in the ANOVA’s mentioned above. The
retention question (RQ2) was tested through a third ANOVA at
T3 3 and a t-test between TZ 2 and T3 for Groups One and Two
combined. Correlations of both benefit satisfaction measures
with the knowledge measure were calculated to determine the
relationship between the constructs (RQ3).
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RESULTS
Figure 1 presents mean scores for knowledge at all three
points in time. The ANOVA’s corresponding to Figure 1 are in
Table 1. There was a marginal probability (p = .106) that no dif-
ferences existed between groups at the pretest (T 1 ). The Scheffe
test allows a stronger statement to that effect by not finding
any subset apart from the three groups together.
Figure 1
Results of the Benefit Knowledge Test
At T2 it is clear that there was a significant difference between
groups (p < .001). Further, the significance found at T2 per-
sisted to T3 . A t-test between scores of Group One and Group
Two subjects (combined) at T2 and T3 showed a significant dif-
ference (p < .000), indicating that the decrease from T2 to T3
for those two groups, as seen in Figure 1, was significant.
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Table 1
One-way ANOVA of All Groups
(Dependent Variable-Knowledge)
Table 2 shows that there was no difference in knowledge
scores between those in Group Two who had their spouses with
them at the presentation and those who did not. That lack of
difference is evident at all points in time. Additionally, Group
Two scores were not different from Group One scores at any
point in time.
Table 2
T-Tests Between Factions in Group Two
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Table 2, Continued
Finally, Table 3 shows the lack of correlation between either
of the benefit satisfaction measures and benefit knowledge at
any point in time. An attempt to correlate change scores between
T1 and T2 for knowledge and satisfaction also failed to indicate
a relationship.
_ _ 
Table 3 
- I
Pearson Correlation of Benefit Satisfaction
with Benefit Knowledge
DISCUSSION
The Hypothesis and RQ1
Is it clear from the results that there was good support for the
hypothesis that the slide presentations were superior to the on-
going benefit communication at ACE. The differences at the first
 at UNIV OF OKLAHOMA LIBRARIES on January 20, 2016job.sagepub.comDownloaded from 
33
posttest attest to that fact. Moreover, the lack of differences at
the pretest eliminate many plausible alternative explanations for
the findings at T2 2 and T3 . The format of a slide presentation
(regardless of whether spouses are present) appears to be far su-
perior, in terms of benefit knowledge gained, to the ongoing
method of benefit communication at ACE.
The finding that spouse presence had no effect on knowledge
gained nor retained is a contradiction to the social facilitation
literature which tells us that presence of a &dquo;significant other&dquo;
should have some effect. Presumably most people are a signifi-
cant other to their spouses.
Dahle (1954), Hartman (1961), Hsia (1968), Level (1972),
and Pacilio (1977) all found that use of a combination of chan-
nels is usually superior to using only one. In the present research,
both the ongoing method of communicating benefits and the
treatments included a combination of channels; yet the treat-
ment groups were far superior on the knowledge criterion at the
posttests. Therefore, one may have to agree with Levie and
Dickie (1973) that it was the attribute of two-way versus one-
way communication that made the difference, not the multi-
plicity of channels used as those authors noted above may have
posited. There is further evidence for the attribute supposition
from Pacilio’s (1977) work, where method of communicating
involving a two-way flow was superior to one which had no
such attribute.
RQ2
There was also support for an affirmative answer to the ques-
tion of whether a significant difference in retention of benefit
knowledge would be found. It is not known how long it would
take the knowledge to drop back to the pretest level, but the
fact that it dropped significantly for Groups One and Two from
T2 to T3 is evidence that the decrease was not merely an artifact
of regression. Therefore, it could be assumed that the decline
would continue until there was no longer a significant dif-
ference.
___ RQ3
There is a prevalent thought at ACE and many other organi-
zations that greater investments in benefits will be returned with
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profit through the greater productivity (or some other manifes-
tation of &dquo;appreciation&dquo;) induced by improved attitudes which
result from more and better benefits. This study did not support
that contention.
There appears to be little relationship between benefit knowl-
edge and satisfaction with one’s benefits. This supports the sup-
position of Huseman and Hatfield (1978) that the relationship
is &dquo;tenuous.&dquo; Apparently there is a difference in knowing about
one’s benefits and being satisfied with them.
CONCLUSIONS
Several conclusions from this research seem warranted at this
point.
1. It was found that the essentially two-way flow of commu-
nication in a manager’s meeting via a benefit slide presentation
was far superior in terms of knowledge imparted to employees
than was the ongoing benefit communication in the organiza-
tion which consisted of a combination of 14 other techniques.
Additionally, it was shown that there was a significant retention
of that knowledge over a three-week period.
These conclusions provide grounds for organizations to con-
sider more extensive use of such two-way communication modes
as the slide presentation. The possible increase in cost over their
present system of benefit communication may prohibit its use.
However, that is a cost/benefit analysis necessary to be per-
formed individually by those organizations considering such a
change. A primary consideration in their decision should be
whether that change would facilitate attainment of whatever
goal they may have in mind for their benefit communication
program .
2. &dquo;Management appears to be hopeful that the costs for ben-
efits are being returned to the company in more effective per-
formance and improved attitudes&dquo; (Sheard, 1966, p. 614).
However, this research was able to identify no relationship be-
tween benefit knowledge and benefit satisfaction. Management’s
assumption of a relationship between benefits provided and
attitudes has not been validated. Thus, to the extent that an
organization’s benefits are being improved with the intention of
improving employees’ attitudes (at least toward their benefits),
it appears that this goal is not being attained.
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It may be more likely that a change in attitude would appear
in satisfaction with the organization rather than with the bene-
fits themselves. Without the relationship of benefit knowledge
and benefit satisfaction, there may be no relationship between
such knowledge and satisfaction with the organization. However,
one’s satisfaction with the benefits would not necessarily have
to increase prior to or commensurate with an increase in organi-
zation satisfaction. A study of the relationship among (1) bene-
fit knowledge, (2) benefit satisfaction, and (3) satisfaction with
the organization may yield informative results.
3. The lack of support by employees’ &dquo;significant others&dquo;
(spouses) in terms of knowledge attained or retained is a con-
tradiction to current thinking in social facilitation. As a result
of this study, more research may be warranted in determining
why such thinking did not hold up in this inquiry.
4. Though the present study was longitudinal in nature, the
length of time between the posttests was not long enough to de-
termine how long it would take for Ss in Groups One and Two
to revert to their original level of knowledge. It may never
revert to that point. Is there a plateau that develops before
termination of the regression? The length of such studies could
be increased to give a greater range of information. Frequency
of repeat slide presentations to employees could be based on
findings from such research.
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